Canadian university disclosures have been tracked from 1988 to 2000 using the modified accountability disclosure (MAD) index developed by Coy et al. (1993aCoy et al. ( , 1993b in their study of New Zealand universities. During the first eight years of the period under investigation there was very little change in accountability disclosures.
Abstract -long version
Accountability, particularly in the public sector, requires administrators to provide information and explanations about their actions and decisions to their stakeholders over and above what would normally be included in the audited financial statements (Normanton, 1971) . University accountability, in particular, has become a concern of late due in part to several situations that have come to light. For example, Rusnell (2000) described a $29 million computer that did not work as well as the one it replaced; Lynch (1997:1) reported about tuition fees that had been "lost on its way to Student Aid"; and the Olivieri case, concerning private sector influence over research, finally concluded with her being vindicated by the College of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario (CAUT, 2002) .
Reductions in the funding for postsecondary institutions, increases in the proportion of students seeking university placements, questions regarding the quality of postsecondary education and increased options for higher education are increasing the demand for improved accountability by universities.
"Greater interest has been developing in measurements of performance of universities.
Prospective students want better information on which to base one of their most important decisions. Funders of universities, both public and private, want evidence on accountability in the use of resources." (Principal's Advisory Task Force on Resource Issues, Queen's University,
1992)
In 1996 the Ontario Advisory Panel for Future Directions for Post-Secondary Education (Smith, 1996: 19) endorsed placing responsibility for accountability with the Board of Governors of each institution.
"Universities and colleges perform best in education and research when they have a large measure of autonomy reinforced through full accountability and responsibility exercised through their governing bodies."
The purpose of this paper is twofold. First it will examine the extent to which Canadian university accountability has changed in the last few years. Second, it will look for the reasons behind these changes through interviews of senior university administrators.
To accomplish our purpose, this paper initially provides a brief review of developments in university accountability in several jurisdictions. A description of the methodology, results and conclusions is provided in later sections. Secondly, we report on findings derived from a set of interviews of Canadian university presidents or their designates as to some of the reasons behind the improved accountability scores over the past four years.
There are two commonly accepted objectives of public sector annual reporting -accountability and decision usefulness. While the decision usefulness objective has been accepted with very little objection for the private sector, the decision usefulness paradigm is based on a context of markets (see for example, Ijiri, 1983; Roberts and Scapens, 1985; Williams, 1987; Coy et al., 2001) . Rutherford (1992) argues that the elusiveness of what constitutes a decision in a public sector context may explain why, in public sector conceptual frameworks, there is a tendency to introduce notions of accountability. Pallot (1992: 40) concurs, arguing that "the non-voluntary nature of the relationship between the providers and users of finance in government also makes accountability particularly important in the public sector".
However, the notion of 'accountability' is contested. There is general agreement that public sector accountability is more complex than that which exists in the private sector (Parker and Gould, 1999; Sinclair, 1995) .
Some researchers have made attempts to identify different types of accountabilities, arguing there is a diversity in the accountability relationships which affects the type of information given by government entities (see for example, Glynn and Perkins, 1997; Sinclair, 1995; Stewart, 1984) . Sinclair (1995: 225) identifies five forms of accountability, one of which is 'public accountability', the "more informal but direct accountability to the public, interested community groups and individuals." Public accountability is premised on the 'right to know' by society (Coy and Pratt, 1998) . Governmental accountability is 'rights based' not utilitarian, and as such relevant information is owed to the public (Pallot, 1992) .
The presentation of annual reports is one stage in a cycle of accountability that begins with the budget process and ends with the presentation of reports to Parliament (English and Guthrie, 2000) . As Coy and Pratt (1998) and Sinclair (1995) argue, annual reports need to be seen in their context as only one means of discharging accountability. However, they are regarded as the cornerstone of public and Parliamentary scrutiny (see for example, SSCFPA, 1989; Milazzo, 1992) . Further they enable local governments to discharge their accountability obligations to a diverse group of stakeholders (JCPA, 1989; PAEC, 1999; Banks and Nelson, 1994; Coy et al., 2001) . As Boyne and Law (1991: 179) argue, the annual report is "the only comprehensive statement of stewardship available to the public".
Traditionally, Canadian university reporting practices have been guided by the Canadian Association of University Business Officer's Guide to Accounting Principles (CAUBO, 1984) . However, since 1996 there have been several changes in the Canadian environment that may have had an impact on the disclosure of information by universities. For example, in 1996 the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA) issued a new accounting standard (CICA Handbook, Section 4400, March, 1996 ) which applies to not-for-profit organizations including Canadian universities. The recommendations are effective for fiscal years beginning on or after April 1, 1997 and include a requirement for universities to issue a cash flow statement and to record depreciation. Cooke and Wallace (1989) recognized the problem that financial disclosure is an abstract concept that cannot be measured directly. However, an indication of the level of disclosure can be gained by using a surrogatemeasuring device. A disclosure index is an instrument designed to measure first, the existence of a series of items and secondly, the quality of the disclosures presented. When the scores for the items are aggregated, a total score will indicate of the quantity and quality of the disclosures. Thus, in order to ascertain a valid total score, the items comprising the index must be selected by reference to the context and their scores combined in a meaningful way. Dixon, Coy and Tower (1994) developed a Disclosure Index, which they used to evaluate trends in annual reporting by tertiary educational institutions in New Zealand. The index was crafted empirically using a contingency approach, which combined a study of the relevant accounting literature, a survey of the users of the annual reports to determine their needs, a detailed analysis of the reports, intuition, trial and error, and judgement. It is this Modified Accountability Disclosure (MAD) index, that is used in this paper.
In this study, each Canadian university annual report is examined and the items included in the MAD index are scored. If the item is absent, then it receives a quantity score of zero and if present, a quantity score of one. If the item is present, it is further scored on an ordinal scale based upon the perceived quality of the disclosures with scores ranging from (1), poor, to (5), excellent. This second stage, qualitative score is important as the quality of disclosures in annual reports vary, and the reports of some universities change from year to year. Not only did the number of items disclosed change, but so too did the presentation of particular items.
The level of disclosure was reviewed for longitudinal changes. The 2000 and 1996 quality and quantity scores for each university forwarding information for 2000 are shown in Table 6 . The average quantity scores increased by 188.7 percent from the 1996 level of 6.8 to the 2000 level of 16.2. The maximum score possible is 26.
Of the 37 universities reporting information in both years, 25 have at least doubled the number of items reported. No university decreased the number of items reported. In particular, WLU achieved a 567 percent increase, Brock achieved a 400 percent increase, and Queen's achieved a 380 percent increase. McMaster reported the greatest number of items by reporting information on 24 out of the 26, closely followed by Trent with 22.
The average quality scores increased 186.9 percent from the 1996 level of 14.4 to the 2000 level of 36.1.
The maximum possible quality score is normalized to 100. Twenty-nine universities have at least doubled their quality scores. No university has a lower score. In particular, Queen's has a 639.1 percent increase and Lakehead a 396.3 percent increase.
In an attempt to explain the increase in accountability disclosures, a short questionnaire (Table 8) was developed and the presidents of the Canadian universities were contacted to respond to the questions.
Notwithstanding the increased accountability scores from 1996 to 2000 (see Table 3 ), our examination indicates that accounting standards have played only a minor role in the improved accountability scores of Canadian universities since 1996. The differences in the scores remained positive and significant when the newly required items, depreciation and cash flows, were removed. In addition, only 5.7 per cent of the respondents (Table 8 , question 1) indicated that the CICA guidelines caused the change and 23.6 per cent indicated that the CICA guidelines were not important (question 2). Jones (1992) concluded that pressure groups extract financial information from organizations in order to shift the distribution of wealth and, that the public at large has no interest in the publication of financial statements.
This may be the case in that the major theme emerging from the presidents' interviews is that external factors have motivated most improvements in accountability and reporting. In particular, better external information was required due to changing government regulations and policies. In addition, more external communication was required to support fundraising, and to inform stakeholders and non-governmental funding sources. There also appears to be an increasing awareness of the needs of stakeholders and the community. Interestingly, it appears that Boards of Governors are becoming more active in university governance and are demanding more information and accountability.
In contrast, internal factors were minor motivators for change. Although there was some growth in the need for better internal information, the presence of a new president was more likely to cause changes in accountability.
However, the underlying need for internal information may stem from growing uncertainty in the external environment with respect to funding. The lack of an internal impetus for change is also seen in the resistance to change demonstrated by the administrative staff in most universities.
It is widely agreed that public sector institutions are accountable for the conduct and results of their operations. The annual report is regarded as the main mechanism used to convey information on public entities and hence discharge their public accountability obligations. Although the rendering of accountability by universities through general-purpose annual reports is viewed of fundamental importance, there remain gaps in the literature about the more precise ways accountability can be measured. University annual reports may contain only information selected by the preparers of the report to show the entity in a favourable light. If the degree to which accountability is rendered through annual report disclosures can be reliably measured, then the issues that need to be addressed in order to improve accountability disclosures can be more meaningfully investigated, both by academics and public policy practitioners who are responsible for the integrity of accountability mechanisms.
The major improvements in accountability by universities in New Zealand, Australia and the U.K. took place because of legislative changes (Coy, Dixon and Tower, 1993b; CVCP, 1994; Nelson, Fisher, Tower and Banks, 1997) . Gordon, et. al. (1997) reported a higher disclosure index mean for those universities providing a corporate style report as opposed to a "basic report".
Much of the impetus for this research came about through a 1991-92 visit to New Zealand by one of the authors where it was discovered that the New Zealand universities produced annual reports which were far superior to those prepared by Canadian universities. At the time, most Canadian universities only provided an annual audited financial statement to their Boards of Governors and, if requested, to other interested parties. Just as Dixon, et. al. (1994) publicized the lack of quality and timeliness of the New Zealand institutions' reports, press releases describing the Canadian results piqued the interest of university administrators in Canada. Two of the interviewees specifically mentioned the media reports as one of the factors affecting disclosures (Table 8 ).
The interviews revealed that the changes in the CICA Handbook did not motivate the major improvement in the accountability scores. The improvements, as indicated by the presidents' responses, were caused by a change in the senior administration, a perceived need to reach the university's stakeholders or a need for a better internal information system. Thus, the improvements were more voluntary as opposed to mandated by external requirements.
The situation in Canada with respect to university annual reports is similar to that in the US. The CICA Handbook does not require the inclusion of non-financial performance measures. One might argue that earnings per share and net income provide sufficient performance measurement for profit-oriented enterprises but these entities increasingly are providing more nonfinancial information such as Management's Discussion and Analysis. Not-forprofit (NFP) enterprises require other indicators that must be developed and used to measure efficiency and effectiveness. Without an annual report including some non-financial measures, stakeholders have a difficult task in determining the performance of the universities and other NFP organizations. It is this task that this research and its dissemination in the popular press by means of press releases, has attempted to ameliorate.
As the tracking of the accountability scores continues, some universities are beginning to provide a reasonably comprehensive annual report. The provision of this type of report, however, does not need to be an expensive proposition. As noted above, it appears that publicity about the MAD scores has begun to achieve our objective. It is hoped that Canadian universities will eventually provide comprehensive annual reports to their stakeholders that will be comparable to those provided by universities in other jurisdictions.
Most universities have created web sites that provide information about themselves, their programs, localities, faculty and finances. Since our research was mainly concerned with printed information we did not closely examine the universities' web sites. However, for those we did visit, we found a great deal of variance in the quality of the information and even a greater variance in the ease of access to the information. As future research, it may be useful to examine and measure the content and quality of the universities' web sites.
Improved Accountability Disclosures by Canadian Universities
1992)
In 1996 the Ontario Advisory Panel for Future Directions for Post-Secondary Education (Smith, 1996: 19) endorsed placing responsibility for accountability with the Board of Governors of each institution. "Universities and colleges perform best in education and research when they have a large measure of autonomy reinforced through full accountability and responsibility exercised through their governing bodies."
To accomplish our purpose, this paper initially provides a brief review of developments in university accountability in several jurisdictions. A description of the methodology, results and conclusions is provided in later sections. Secondly, we shall report on findings derived from a set of interviews of university presidents or their designates as to some of the reasons behind the improved accountability scores over the past four years.
THE ROLE OF PUBLIC SECTOR ANNUAL REPORTING
There are two commonly accepted objectives of public sector annual reporting -accountability and decision usefulness. While the decision usefulness objective has been accepted with very little objection for the private sector, the decision usefulness paradigm is based on a context of markets (see for example, Ijiri, 1983; Roberts and Scapens, 1985; Williams, 1987; Coy et al., 2001 ). Rutherford (1992) argues that the elusiveness of what constitutes a decision in a public sector context may explain why, in public sector conceptual frameworks, there is a tendency to introduce notions of accountability. Pallot (1992: 40) concurs, arguing that "the non-voluntary nature of the relationship between the providers and users of finance in government also makes accountability particularly important in the public sector".
The term accountability is usually used to describe the responsibility that those who manage or control resources have to others. The idea goes back over centuries and reference to it can be gained from Aristotle in his statement that "to prevent peculation of the public property, let the transfer of the funds take place in the presence of all the citizens" (Aristotle, Politics: 249) . "Accountability, [however,] is not a simple concept. It is one, which requires to be defined, and its definition needs to have regard to the fact that social attitudes and expectations do change. In addition, the parties who are entitled to expect or exact accountability do not necessarily remain constant" (Flint, 1988: 14) .
The precise meaning of accountability and its implications remain unclear. It is generally accepted that accountability means the obligation to give an account (Perks, 1993: 24) and is often referred to as the requirement for one party to account to another party for its performance over a given period. In line with Flint's description, corporate accountability has evolved and changed considerably over the years as accounting practices are reactive and develop mainly in response to changing needs at any given time.
Similarly, public attitudes towards public affairs have changed significantly as accountability and the right of access to information have gained importance as ways of controlling the use and abuse of power. This is especially so in the case of universities. In Canada, universities are seen as being very much in the public sector, due to the degree of government funding and control. Public dissatisfaction with the higher education system has resulted in greater criticisms and requests for institutional examination of their educational missions and funding arrangements. The highlighting of users' information needs is clearly linked to the idea of public accountability and when discussing public accountability in the Concepts Standards No. 1, GASB defines accountability as "being obliged to explain one's actions, to justify what one does" (par. 56). Stewart (1984: 18) in turn accepts that public accountability is not a simple concept, and that its application is by no means straightforward. He suggests that there are different bases of accountability and presents a ladder of accountability containing the following 'rungs': accountability for probity and legality; process accountability; performance accountability; programme accountability; and policy accountability. "It is a ladder that leads from accountability by standards to accountability by judgement" where there are no predetermined standards.
Like Coy (2001) and Patton (1992) , Stewart argues that an accountability information system should report on all levels of accountability. Coy continues in a similar vein suggesting that higher education can best protect its interests by becoming actively involved in dictating the types of information that best portray the benefits of education through the presentation of more comprehensive annual reports.
The presentation of annual reports is one stage in a cycle of accountability that begins with the budget process and ends with the presentation of reports to Parliament (English and Guthrie, 2000) . As Coy and Pratt (1998) and Sinclair (1995) argue, annual reports need to be seen in their context as only one means of discharging accountability. However, they are regarded as the cornerstone of public and Parliamentary scrutiny (see for example, SSCFPA, 1989; Milazzo, 1992) . Further they enable local governments to discharge their accountability obligations to a diverse group of stakeholders (JCPA, 1989; PAEC, 1999; Banks and Nelson, 1994; Coy et al., 2001) . As Boyne and Law (1991: 179) argue, the annual report is "the only comprehensive statement of stewardship available to the public". Some, however, have argued that there is little public interest in the financial reports of public sector agencies (Jones 1992) . While this view was of the financial reports of public sector agencies, those financial reports account for only one aspect of what is reported in an annual report. Mayston (1992) recognizes the problems with public interest in annual reports, and argues that while information may not be used directly by taxpayers, intermediaries use the information provided. The interest in annual reports and the quality of disclosures in those reports is really 'a chicken and egg' situation (Likierman, 1992) . Public interest, he maintains, will improve when the disclosures and quality of annual reports improve over time. This view is endorsed by Coy and Pratt (1998) who argue that as the general level of education across society and the quality of the reports improves, so more stakeholders may take an interest in the accountability processes. Patton (1992) discusses the costs and benefits of accountability information together with the effect of diverse users of governmental reports, and alternative mechanisms for achieving accountability in governments. He observes that governmental financial reports are not actually used by very many people, and suggests that different users hold government and its managers accountable for different thing, e.g., compliance with laws and budgets, efficiency of operations, equity of policies, etc. As a result of trying to please everyone, reporting institutions may wind up pleasing no one. Thus, Patton concludes, GASB should concentrate on reporting guidelines that satisfy external users rather than those to satisfy hierarchical managers. Coy et al (2001 : 14) concur, stating:
"The value of the annual report rests in the provision of a wide range of summarized, relevant information in a single document, which enable all stakeholders to obtain a comprehensive understanding of a university's objectives and performance in financial and non-financial terms.
No other single source of such information is available to all stakeholders on a routine basis."
They further suggest that to meet a public accountability perspective, university annual reports must provide a broad range of disclosures about their prime activities of teaching, research and service. In addition important groups such as students, their families, employers, etc. who appear to have been ignored in current reporting should be acknowledged.
DEVELOPMENTS IN UNIVERSITY ACCOUNTABILITY
The importance of public sector accountability is illustrated in the United States by GASB Concepts Statement No. 1 (GASB, 1987) which required that government financial reporting should provide information for both decision-making and accountability assessment. Statement No. 1 stated that "[accountability] is the paramount objective from which all other objectives must flow" (par. 76). More recently, Coy, Fischer and Gordon (2001) developed a new paradigm for college and university annual reports calling for comprehensive disclosures on the condition and performance of these institutions. Gordon, Fischer, Malone and Coy (1997) found that approximately half the universities sampled provided a corporate style annual report as opposed to a "basic" report. The disclosure index mean of the Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) was 18.2 for those providing a corporate style report versus 0.6 for a "basic" report. While both the GASB and FASB emphasize the importance of non-financial SEA measures for not-for-profit organizations, these are not yet fully mandated or legislated in the US.
Comparisons of university accountability between Canada and other Commonwealth countries are relevant because of the manner in which universities in these countries are funded. That is, universities are, for the most part, funded by either state (provincial) and/or federal governments. A brief description of the development of university accountability in these jurisdictions follows.
In the United Kingdom the bridge to accountability was created with the publication in 1989 of the One major deficiency in the manner of reporting by Canadian universities is that many do not publish a single annual report resembling those published in the other countries we have examined. And, while the authors received information that satisfies the criteria used in measuring accountability, the material is often in the format of several documents dealing with specific items rather that a single comprehensive annual report including the audited financial statements. Canada is the only jurisdiction examined that does not foster a culture of comprehensive university annual reports. Cooke and Wallace (1989) recognized the problem that financial disclosure is an abstract concept that cannot be measured directly. However, an indication of the level of disclosure can be gained by using a surrogatemeasuring device. A disclosure index is an instrument designed to measure first, the existence of a series of items and secondly, the quality of the disclosures presented. When the scores for the items are aggregated, a total score will indicate the quantity and quality of the disclosures. Thus, in order to ascertain a valid total score, the items comprising the index must be selected by reference to the context and their scores combined in a meaningful way.
MEASURING THE LEVEL OF ACCOUNTABILITY
Dixon, Coy and Tower (1994) developed a Disclosure Index, which they used to evaluate trends in annual reporting by tertiary educational institutions in New Zealand. The index was crafted empirically using a contingency approach, which combined a study of the relevant accounting literature, a survey of the users of the annual reports to determine their needs, a detailed analysis of the reports, intuition, trial and error, and judgement. It is this index, which is used in this paper.
A disclosure quality scale similar to the one used here was outlined by Copeland and Fredericks (1968) for use in relation to company accounts, which claimed to meet the needs of an "educated investor". Similarly, Wiseman (1982) used a scale of one to three for different degrees of specificity of disclosure of each item in a study of environmental disclosures in company reports, and Lauzon (1991) similarly ranked the disclosures of Canadian companies. Given these precedents and the independent derivation of the qualitative scale set out above, the scale is considered a valid measure of the quality of disclosure. This study initially examines the level of accountability information disclosed by Canadian universities for the 1988 to 2000 period. The level of disclosure is reviewed for longitudinal changes during the 12 year time period and reviewed for cross-sectional differences when compared to prior results for similar studies in England, Wales, Northern Ireland, Scotland, Australia and New Zealand.
To determine the degree to which disclosure of accountability information is included in the financial reporting by Canadian universities, this study has adopted the disclosure index methodology originally outlined by Coy et al. (1993b) and subsequently modified in Coy et al. (1993a) for a similar study of New Zealand universities.
Disclosure indices have been used in many accounting research studies, such as Buzby (1974) and Robbins and Austin (1986) , to determine the level of information released in corporate annual reports. Marston and Shrives (1991) present an excellent review of disclosure indices in accounting research. A primary issue with their use occurs when the researcher moves away from a simple dichotomous score (quantity:
presence of an information item) to a subjective judgement (quality: evaluation of the information item present). Marston and Shrives (1991: 208) also state that the measuring of information disclosures cannot be carried out in a precise scientific way and that research subjectivity cannot be completely removed, nor is it reasonable to expect that it can be. This is posited as a limitation of the disclosure index method; however, they further state that if information disclosure is the focus of the research then despite the weakness of disclosure indices, they will continue to be used.
The items chosen by Coy et al. (1993a Coy et al. ( , 1993b for their Modified Accountability Disclosure (MAD) index were determined primarily through a review of the accountability literature for universities and through an analysis of current annual reports. Most of the items were proposed in Gray and Haslam (1990) dealing with UK universities, which in turn incorporated certain financial disclosures and performance indicators recommended and suggested by the CVCP (1984) and CVCP (1986). The only proposed items not included are stock and work-in-progress, pension arrangements, audit reports, and endowments/gifts. The MAD index is shown in Table 1 . The MAD index groups the 26 items into four categories: overview, service performance, financial performance, and, physical and financial condition.
Engstrom and Esmond-Kiger (1997) identified the users of university financial reporting as creditors, federal and [provincial] agencies, faculty, students, investors and donors. The items in the MAD index were chosen to meet the needs of the majority of these users most of the time. It should be noted, however, that the MAD Index measures the extent and quality of the accountability disclosures by the universities. It does not, nor is it intended to, measure the quality of the university in these areas.
[Insert Table 1]
Even though the MAD index was originally developed to evaluate university disclosures in New Zealand, research articles in the United States, England, Scotland, and Canada also recommend many of the items included in the index. When comparing the five studies by Engstrom (1988) , KPMG (1995) , Broadhurst (1993) , Gray and Haslam (1990), and CVCP (1989) , all 26 of the MAD index items appear except for the four criteria of directory information, targets, overhead allocation and employment equity information. Seven of the 26 criteria are recommended by two studies, and the remaining 15 of the 26 criteria are recommended by at least three studies. Therefore, we conclude that there is a common desire in these countries for information disclosures about the items in the MAD index (Nelson, et. al., 1997: 39) .
In this study, each Canadian annual report is examined and the items included in the MAD index are scored. If the item is absent, then it receives a quantity score of zero and if present, a quantity score of one. If the item is present, it is further scored on an ordinal scale based upon the perceived quality of the disclosures with scores ranging from (1), poor, to (5), excellent. This second stage, qualitative score is important as the quality of disclosures in annual reports varied, and the reports of some universities changed from year to year. Not only did the number of items disclosed change, but so too did the way in which particular items were presented. Table 2 shows the five-point evaluation criteria for the first item in the overview section: Statement of Objectives.
[Insert Table 2] Subjective Weights
To recognize that some items are perceived to be more important than others, Coy et al. (1993a Coy et al. ( , 1993b developed a subjective weight for each item. The weights used in relation to each item of the index are on an ordinal scale of low importance (1), to medium importance (2), and high importance (3). The weight for each item was arrived at based on a review of the literature. This was done independently by each researcher, following which general criteria were established through discussion. The weights are shown in Table 1 . The item quality scores are aggregated using the weights to arrive at an overall MAD index score, normalized to a maximum of 100, for each university.
Data Collection and Scoring
The data were collected by means of a letter to the Office of the President at all Canadian universities. The letter requested copies of the audited financial statements, and the annual report. Three accounting faculty members independently analyzed and scored the disclosures from the materials submitted. A few minor differences in the scores amongst the three faculty members occurred, and they were identified and discussed during an arbitration process in order that a mutually acceptable score could be achieved. Close contact has been maintained between the faculty research teams that have already carried out similar studies for England , Scotland (Fisher et al., 1996) , Australia and New Zealand (Coy et al. 1993a (Coy et al. , 1993b to ensure judgement consistency. With this close contact and the use of the detailed scoring criteria for each item, comparability in scoring across these studies was achieved.
RESULTS
During the 11 years of this study period we have received, annually, information packages from between 36 and 43 of Canada's 48 universities representing an annual sample of between 75 and 90 percent. Although audited financial statements are considered a public document in Canada not all universities responded despite our initial request and follow-up request. The university annual report typically is not a public document but was included in our request and where available, was forwarded to us by 39 universities in 2000 and 14 in 1996.
In the following sub-sections we discuss 1) overall results, 2) results by criteria, 3) results by country and 4) results by university.
Overall Results
In this section we tested the hypothesis that the mean quality scores have not changed from one period to the next. The overall mean quality scores for the 26 items and the year-to-year differences in the means are presented in Table 3 together with the results of a series of year-over-year Wilcoxon Signed Rank tests for nonparametric data. Since we used a paired test, only the universities that responded to our request in both years under investigation were included. Therefore since only 33 universities responded in both years, only 33 universities were used for the 2000 over 1999 test. The difference in means is calculated using the qualitative score (0-5 scale) normalized to a maximum score of 100. For example, the mean score increased by 8.79 from the 1999 score of 27.30 to the 2000 score of 36.09. This represents a 32.2 percent increase. Table 3 there is a sustained significant improvement during the last four years of the study.
As indicated in

[Insert Table 3]
Results by Criteria
The percentage of universities that reported information for each of the criteria in 1996 and 2000 appears in Table 4 and is based on the quantity score (0-1 scale), giving no judgement as to the quality of reporting. In order to determine if the changes are significant, a test for the difference between two proportions was performed where Ho: p1 -p2 = 0 and Ha: p1 -p2 > 0 Even though our sample sizes are large (n>30) the expected values for a few of the criteria fall below the required level of five. This happens for very high (over 90%) and very low (under 10%) percentages. In such cases we cannot assure that the test statistic is approximately normally distributed. The chi-squared test has a similar constraint.
[Insert Table 4]
All of the differences are significant with the exception of Accounting Policies, Operating Statement, Balance Sheet, Commitments & Contingencies, Targets, and Overhead Allocation. One would not expect to find significant differences in the first four because GAAP stipulates that these must be included in the financial statements. There is no difference in the latter two because almost all universities failed to report these two items.
Several large changes can be seen, the most notable relating to the Statement of Objectives criterion. In 1996, only 4.9 percent (two universities) reported information on this criterion whereas in 2000 reporting has climbed to 87.8 percent (36 universities). Two universities submitted an annual report without financial statements. As a result the percentages for Operating Statement and Balance Sheet have fallen below 100 percent. In some annual reports the financial statements were included but the notes to the financial statements were omitted. As a result we did not have the Accounting Policies available for two of the universities in 2000.
In terms of required disclosures the items Depreciation and Statement of Cash
Results by Country
The overall mean MAD scores for five independent studies of British Commonwealth countries are shown on Table 5 . We have the full cross-sectional comparison data set for only the 1993 and 1994 fiscal years. The Table 3 , the Canadian data showed little change until 1997, but there have been significant changes in each of the last four years.
[Insert Table 5]
Results by University
The 2000 and 1996 quality and quantity scores for each university forwarding information for 2000 are shown in Table 6 The maximum possible quality score is normalized to 100. Twenty-nine universities have at least doubled their quality scores. No university has a lower score. In particular, Queen's has a 639.1 percent increase and Lakehead a 396.3 percent increase.
[Insert Table 6 ] Table 7 shows the results for Queen's University and McMaster University. These were chosen for closer examination because Queen's has the highest quality score at 65.7 and McMaster has the highest quantity score at 24 (see Table 6 ). It is interesting to note the progress for the period. The greatest improvements for both universities occurred in the Overview and Financial performance sections of the index. In terms of voluntary information, both universities have begun reporting information on Objectives, General Review, Budget Information, Cost per Student, and Research Grants.
[Insert Table 7]
Of particular note is the observation that both universities reported the input variable of Research Grants but neither included the output variable of Publications. However, as shown on Table 4 level. Thus, we conclude that the size of the university, as measured by revenues, is not a factor in explaining the differences in the quality scores.
UNDERLYING FACTORS
As indicated in Table 3 , the increases in the accountability scores for each year from 1996 to 2000 are positive and significant. We expected to see an improvement in the scores as a result of the changes in the CICA Handbook for not-for-profit entities that took place in 1996 requiring the inclusion of a cash flow statement and the recording of depreciation. We tested the differences in the scores for the two items, Depreciation and Cash Flows, separately between 1996 and 2000 using a Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test and found that the differences are significant. However, when we also tested the overall scores, excluding Depreciation and Cash Flows, between 1996 and 2000, the differences still remained significant. Therefore, we concluded that the differences in the scores resulted from the universities providing more overall information and were not caused by the additional information mandated by the changes in the accounting standards.
In an attempt to explain the increase in accountability disclosures, a short questionnaire (Table 8) was developed and the presidents of the Canadian universities were contacted to respond to the questions. This section presents the results of the interviews of the presidents (or equivalent) of Canadian universities.
Data Collection
In the fall of 2000 a letter was sent to the president of each Canadian university asking him/her to participate in a short telephone interview regarding their respective university's accountability disclosures. After a brief interval the researchers telephoned the presidents to arrange for an appointment for the interview itself. Each researcher contacted approximately one third of the universities and the questions were taken from a prepared, structured questionnaire that allowed for open responses. Table 8 presents the questions and a tabulation of the responses from the interviewees. Of the 47 universities contacted six declined to be interviewed and five did not respond leaving 36 universities for a participation rate of 76.6%. There was no discernable pattern with the nonresponders, being both large and small universities and from various geographic locations. The interviews took place in late 2000 and early 2001.
In 19 cases (52.8%) the president of the university was the interviewee. In the remaining 17 cases the person designated by the president was the VP-Finance, 8 (22.2%), the Director of Institutional Analysis, 4 (11.1%) or some other officer, 5 (13.9%).
Results
The more common responses to the questions are reported here while the full questionnaire and results are presented in Table 8 . In many cases the number of responses exceed the number of universities interviewed as more than one reason was given.
Question 1 -What was the most important factor that caused the change? The most common reasons for an improvement in the accountability scores included a 'change in policy or culture' (18.9%) usually because of a new president or because there was a 'perceived need to reach the university's stakeholders, i.e., donors' (18.9%).
The next most common reason was the 'need for better internal information' (15.1%).
Question 2 -Other than the CICA guidelines what else was important? While the change in the CICA accounting standards may have provided an impetus for changing the way some universities reported it was not necessarily a reason for improved accountability. Most universities indicated that the change was not a factor (23.6%); instead citing the need for better external communications (21.1%), a need for better internal information (13.2%) or new government regulations (13.2%).
Question 3 -Were there factors outside the university that influenced the change? Many of the universities (90.6%) indicated that outside factors influenced the change with the most common responses being the 'need to communicate externally' (32.4%) and 'government influence' (29.4%) followed by 'fundraising efforts' (17.6%).
Question 4 -Were changes in government funding a factor? When asked if the changes in government funding were a factor, two thirds (20) of the respondents said yes. Other comments included that 'there was more uncertainty', 'performance and funding were linked', and that 'there was a need for outside funding sources'.
Question 5 -Did your Board of Governors play a role in the change? Twenty-one of the respondents (67.7%) indicated that their Board of Governors played a role in changing the accountability reporting, primarily, they requested 'more information' from the administration (47.6%). However, only 19.1% of Boards specifically requested 'performance indicators and accountability'.
Question 6 -Was there resistance to the change? When asked if there was resistance to the changes 17 out of 30 universities (56.7%) responded positively. Most indicated that the resistance came from the administrative staff (47.4%) and from faculty (15.8%). Three universities indicated that resistance was only minor.
[Insert Table 8 Notwithstanding the increased accountability scores from 1996 to 2000 (see Table 3 ), our examination indicates that accounting standards have played only a minor role in the improved accountability scores of Canadian universities since 1996. As reported above, the differences in the scores remained positive and significant when the newly required items, depreciation and cash flows, were removed. In addition, only 5.7 per cent of the respondents (Table 8 , question 1) indicated that the CICA guidelines caused the change and 23.6 per cent indicated that the CICA guidelines were not important (question 2).
Jones (1992) concluded that pressure groups extract financial information from organizations in order to shift the distribution of wealth and, that the public at large has no interest in the publication of financial statements.
This may be the case in that the major theme emerging from the presidents' interviews is that external factors have motivated most improvements in accountability and reporting. In particular, better external information was required due to changing government regulations and policies. In addition, more external communication was required to support fundraising, and to inform stakeholders and non-governmental funding sources. There also appears to be an increasing awareness of the needs of stakeholders and the community. Interestingly, it appears that Boards of
Governors are becoming more active in university governance and are demanding more information and accountability.
However, the underlying need for internal information may stem from growing uncertainty in the external environment with respect to funding. The lack of an internal impetus for change is also seen in the resistance to change demonstrated by the administrative staff in most universities. Hyndman and Eden (2001: 72) stated that "…the publication of annual reports was viewed by Chief
Executives as an important matter." However, consistent with our findings, particular interested parties, for example, Boards of Governors or donors, show more interest in accountability than perhaps the public at large. Like Likierman (1992) , Hyndman and Eden (2001) suggest that better accountability may create its own demand for better information and discourage inappropriate actions by an organization. We would argue, along with Coy, et al (2001) , that the cost of increased accountability information is minimal given that it is already required for internal purposes (Table 8, 
CONCLUSIONS
The major improvements in accountability by universities in New Zealand, Australia and the U.K. took place because of legislative changes (Coy, Dixon and Tower, 1993b; CVCP, 1994; Nelson, Fisher, Tower and Banks, 1997) . Gordon, et. al. (1997) reported a higher disclosure index mean for those universities providing a corporate style report as opposed to a "basic report". Although both the GASB and FASB emphasize the importance of non-financial measures for non-business organizations, they are not yet mandated in the US.
Much of the impetus for this research came about through a 1991-92 visit to New Zealand by one of the authors where it was discovered that the New Zealand universities produced annual reports which were far superior to those prepared by Canadian universities. At the time, most Canadian universities only provided an annual audited financial statement to their Boards of Governors and, if requested, to other interested parties. Just as Dixon, et. al. (1994) publicized the lack of quality and timeliness of the New Zealand institutions' reports, press releases describing the Canadian results piqued the interest of university administrators in Canada. Two of the interviewees specifically mentioned the media reports as one of the factors (Table 8 ).
As the tracking of the accountability scores continues, some universities are beginning to provide a reasonably comprehensive annual report. The provision of this type of report, however, does not need to be an expensive proposition. Wilfrid Laurier University, for example, now produces an annual report that is printed on newsprint to reduce costs, but contains information on most of the items in the MAD index. Other universities have contacted the authors to discuss ways in which their scores may be improved. As noted above, it appears that publicity about the MAD scores has begun to achieve our objective. It is hoped that Canadian universities will eventually provide comprehensive annual reports to their stakeholders that will be comparable to those provided by universities in other jurisdictions.
Most universities have created web sites that provide information about themselves, their programs, localities, faculty and finances. Since our research was mainly concerned with printed information we did not closely examine the universities' web sites. However, for those we did visit, we found a great deal of variance in the quality of the information and even a greater variance in the ease of access to the information. As future research, it may be useful to examine and measure the content and quality of the universities' web sites. Scotland from Fisher et al., 1996 Australia from the authors of Nelson et al., 1997 New Zealand from Coy et al., 1993a and 1993b Reasons given are greater than the response because often more than one reason was given.
